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Introduction

——

a
The Education for A1l Handicapped Children Act (PL 94-142) requires that all

children have access to free appropriate public education in the least restrictive '
setting. The least restrictive setting is a concept which requires definition for
each handicapped child. There are large differences in professional opinion
regarding the boundaries within which these individualized definitions might
fall (Burton & Hirshoren, 1979; Sontag, Certo, & Button, 1979). From the
perspective of normalization (Wolfensberger, 1972) the least restrictive setting
would be one offering the "normal" range of opportunities and experiences to
which children of a given age have access such that these experiences do not
provide an impediment to the handicapped child's educational goals. Public Law
94-142 places the burden of proof upon the educator to demonstrate that any
exlusionary educational placements are in the best interest of the handicepped
child. Although PL 94-142 was clearly an outgrowth of ircreased acceptance of the
concept of normalization (Bricker, 1978) the confusion remains as to whether "least
restrictive a1ternat1ve" implies integration of handicapped children (Meyers,
'MacM111an & Yoshida, 1975). This confusion is aptly expressed in the fact
that the largest number of complaints to the U.S. Office of Educat1on, Special
Educat1on Programs, regard the least restr1ctive env1ronment issue (y, s 0.E., 1982).
The poss1b11ity of integrating severely and profoundly hand1capped individuals has

generally been ignored except in the most 1nnqvative'schpoA systems (Galloway &

/ ' .

Chandler, 1978; Sailor, & Haring, 1977; Stainback & Stain?ack, 1981).
As with any form of social integration, the integraﬂion of handicapped
individuals within society can occur in many different jﬁgrees and forms. Inteqra-

tion can 1nvo]ve merely the physical presence of members from differeit groups 0
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the”same premises. By this standard the pre-Civil War South might be regarded, as
having beein racially well integrated. Obviously a more desireable form of integra-
tion includes not only physical integration but also integration in terms of social
interactions. The idealized endpoint of the continuum of integration in education
‘has been embodied in the concept of mainstreaming (Kaufman, Gottlieh, Agard, &

Kukic, 1975)E5 Mainstreaming.implies the physical, social, and.eduqationa] integra-
tion of handicapped and nonhandicapped children. The mainstreamed handicapped child
would not only be on the same physical premises as the nonhandicapped child, he/she
would also interact with.the nonhandicapped child. In addition, the handicapped
child would participate in the same educational context as the nonhandicapped child
although the educational goals and educational process might be adapted to accommodate
the handicapped child. Logically mainstreaming would appear to be one definition

of the least restrictive alternative with restrictions being placed on the amount

and types of integration only as such restrictions are justified as the necessary
cost of acnieving particular educational goals. For most severely handicapped
students the goal of mainstreaming will not be possible since the educational goals
and processes must pe modified consideranly for this popu]ation: However, social and
-physical integration may pe possible for severely handicapped stﬁdents wi thout

~

sacrificing educational goals.

»Theﬂconcept of infegration may be viewed as a social goal established in
. hard fought legal battles by groups‘of handicapped persens andltheir advocates
(Bricker, 1978; Gilhool & Stutman, 1978). These battles have been won on the'
constitutional groﬁnds that all U.S. citizens. have equal protecfion under the 1qﬁm4’ '
and the prote;tion of the law cannot be abrogated without due legal processes.
Hence, any discriminatory bractiCes?in education are‘leqa1 on]xﬂif benefits accrue
‘to handi#apped individuals.through-these practices and only if these benefits are
judged ?} the hapdicapped'individuals and their advocates to be worth the costs of

|
exclusjon from the normal range of experiences. Such restrictions will be inevitable - |




for the severely handicapped child, but the burden of proof now rests with the
educator to demonstrate that removal from the mainstream will in fact produce the
benefits for which such removal was designed.

| Segregated Special Education. Educational policy in England, Scotland, and

Wales has resulted in a system of completely segregated schools for severely/pro-
foundly haneicapped (Educationally Subnormal Severe, ESN(S) ) and moderately handicapped
students (Educationally Subnormal Moderate, ESN(M) ). A number of researchers have
observed the interactions.which take place between children in ESN(s) schools

(Swann & M1tt1er, 1976; Beveridge & Berry, 1977; Beveridge & Evans, 1978;

Beveridge, Spencer, & Mittler, 1978). They have generally found that there is a

very Tow level of interaction in such environments. For example, in two classrooms

for.5 to 10 year old children only 10 and 6 interactions were initiated respectively,

by any child in the group (between six and eight children) during four hours of
observatiofi (Beveridge & Berry, 1977). These groups did not include profoundly
handicapped children. In ESN(s) ciassrooms children between 10 and 15 years of
age (N=14) initiated on the average 20 interactions in an hour (range 1 to 60,

§.D. 15). In both studies all verbal and nonverbal interactions, were recorded.

It is interesting to compare this data to that collected by Brinker using the method
reported in Brinrer & Goldbart (1981). A1l the children in that study were under

5 years of age and participated in an integrated preschool 1ntervent1on program

at. the Un1vers1ty of Manchester in England (Hogg, 1979). The Down S syndrome

children in that study used an average 47 single word and 15 mu]tiword utterances

“in one hour period. Severely handicapped children used an average 22 single word

and 12 multiword utterances in one hour. Since the data reported by. the Beveridge

group has been rep11cated several t1mes the 1mp11cat1on would be that the preschool.
ch11dren a11 of whom would eventually be c]ass1f1ed administratively as ESN(s), . .
would show no s1gn1f1cant increase in their verbal interactive behaviors for the next

5 to 10 years of their 11fe The important point s that at age five some sch001 appropriate
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language béhavior was used in an integrated preschool context but may not be
required in a context in which only severely handicapped cﬁi]dren are present.
Beveridge and Tatham (1976) have shown that the language competence of severely
handicapped adolescents was not being demonstrated in tﬁéir daily interactions
at schooi. However, teaching role-taking skif]s did facilitate these children's
utilization of their language skills at school. Finally, Beveridge and Hurrell
(1979) demonstrated that very few verbal initiations by severely handicapbed
children were responded to by teachers in ESN(s) schools. |

This documentation of the socially restrictive nat#fe of segregated special
schaols has not been brightened by data demonstrating the.positiye benefits of
segregated special education for handicapped children in America (Dunn, 1968;
Filler, Robinson, Smith, Vincent-Smith, Bricker, & Bricker, 1975). The importance
cf one-to-one instruction for severely handicapped children is almost universally
actéﬁted (Sailor & Haring, 1978). However, the possibility that severely handicapped
ipdividuals could Tearn from appropriately constructed social routines which include
other‘children has largely been ignored. Very little of the available reseérch
about severely handicapped students describes the differences and regularities of
fheir behaviPr as a function of their typical social and physical environment s
(Beveridge & Brinker, 1981; Bréoks & Baumeister; 1977; Stainback & Stainback, 1981).
Nevertheless, the development of social skills which are used in thé right social
contexts is perhaps the fUndamental educational need of severely handicapped individualé.

Children's Behavior in Inteqrated Settings

. 4
There has been very little research on the interactions which occur when
handicapped and nonhandicapped children are iﬁtegrated in school. ‘What has been
done has primarily concentrated on mildly to moderately handicapped children or

preschool childrer (Jones, Gottlieb, Guskin, & Yoshida, 1978; Gura]nick; 19785

Porter, et al., 1378). The rationale for the'benefité for handicapped children
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of integration is considerably clearer than the documentation of such benefits
(Bricker, 1978; Guralnick, 1978; Hartup, 1978). The major arguments would
include: a) handicapped children may learn new behaviors by imitatin§ behavior
of nonhandicapped peers; b) nonhandicapped children would offer a wide range of
challenging experiences from which the handicapped child may have been sheltered
but which may nevertheless be necessary for development; c) nonhandicapped
children provide teachers and therapists with developmental models which will

4 improve their under§tand1ng of the patterns and variations in &eve]opment. All
of these potential benefits presume some degree of interaction or the opportunity
for interaction between handicapped and nonhandicapped students.

In general, sfudies have shown that the mere physical integration of severely
handicapped children with nonhandicapped children does not result in positive
behavioral changes in either group (Bell, 1977; Devonney, Guralnick, & Rubin,
1974; Fredericks, Baldwin, Grove, Moore, Riggs, & Lyons, 1968: Preninger, 1968).
After such integration, there will not necessarily be an increase in interaction
such that the handicapped children could learn by modeling the nonhandicapped
children or such that nonhandicapped children will develop a more nurturing,
'caring attitude towards children different from themselves. Several investigators
(Porter, Ramsey, Tfémb]ay, Iaccobo, & Crawley, 1978; Michel1, 1979; Ray, 1974)
have found that nonhandicapped children interact more fréquently‘with other non-
handicapped children in integrated. settings.

Gampel, Gottlieb and Harrison (1974) demonstrated that mildly retarded

children who were Integrated info regular classes when compared to children who
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remained in special classes a) emitted fewer negative verbalizations to peers,

b) were the brunt of fewer negative verbalizations, and c) emitted more prosocial
behavior relative to their own behavior in a segregated special class prior to
being integrated.

The behavioral studies both in preschool and school sett1ngs 1:ad to the
conc]us1on that settings which include handicapped and nanhandicappsd children
have a wider range of stimulation which could be potentially beneficial to
handicapped children. This wider range of opportunity is particularly dramatic
when placed in contradistinction to the studies by Beveridge and colleagues
conducted in the segregated special schocls of England. However, merely placing
children together in the same context does not guarantee that these opportunities
will in fact be actualized. To our knowledge, no studies actually measure the
amount of time that handicapped and nonhandicapped children spend together during
the school day nor the different contexts and settings in which interactions may
occur. This descriptéve information is important to obtain since certain situations
may facilitate interaction whereas others may restrict it.

Social Skills as a Definition of Handicap

Historically, the definition of handicaps has been in terms of social skill
deficiencies rather than psychometr1c cr1ter1a (B1a1er 1977) In the following .
~ discussion, we are concerned with severe]y hand1capp1ng conditions although the
research typically refers to.mental retardation. The severity of handicap was
the degree to which an individual needed the mediation of another person %n order
to be in soeiety (Tregold, 1937). The greater -the reguired mediation by others,
the greater the severity of the handicap. The concept of retardation emerged as
a societal response to individuals whose social skills were inadequate or different

(Sarason & Doris, 1979; Gould, 1981; WOlfenbenger, 1972).




Hobbs (1966, 1975) has proposed a model of classification of individuals es'
handicapped which is based upon social competence defined within an interactive
system. Thus, the definition of a handicap is a relative concept which requires
analysis not-only of the behavior of the child, but also of the socia]ﬁeco1ogy of
the child and of the resources necessary to ame]ioratenthe handicap. The ameliora-
tive process can and should focus on changihb.théudemqpqs of the environment as

well as on changing the child.

Social Skills as Context Speeific

The contextual and cultural relativity of behavior has been recognized
increasingly.in the past decade. Nevertheless, an ecological or interactionist
position for classifying persons as handicapped fundamentally is a mechanism for
relating an indtvidua] to a social environment (Beveridge & Brinker, 1980). The
relationship specifies some Timitation in the social contexts within which the

individual is expected to interact and/or limitations in the types of commerce

possible within a social envirohment As the number of contexts within which an

1nd1v1dua1 can 1nteract increases and as the complexity of social interactions .
" within contexts increases, the 1eve1 of an 1nd1v1dua1 s harndicap decreases.
From th1s perspective 1ntervent1on in the social development of the handicapped
student must focus on the processes by which the ch1Lg s 1nteract1ons become more

complex as we11 as upon the processes by which the ch11d s soc1a1 network proqr Q-

ively changes the definition of acceptable social behavior. Although skills which

e,are,aenecessary,part of social development may be-taught in situitﬁons’dutside'of

the social context (Cooke & Apolloni, 1976; Fredericks, Baldwin, Grove, Moore,
Riggs, & Lyons, 1968), it is not c1earvthat they hi11 be used appropriately 1'nc <
everyday situations (Beveridge & Brinker, 1980; BeveriJge &'Tatham, 19765 BroWn,
Nietupski, &"Hamre-Nietupski,=1976;WStokes & Baker, 1976). Moreover, the relevant

- aspects of these skills may not be found in a task analysis of the skills themselves,

€
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but rather in an analysis of aspects of %he interactive contexts in which the skills

8=

should be used (Lewis, 1977) Thus, the development of social skilils requires an =~

4

analysis of interactions in natural social contexts.

The Conéept of Social Intelligénce

Greenspan (1979) has reviewed the concept of social intelligence as it app]ies

to handicapped petsons. The concept of 'social intelligence in Greenspan's view

would include such variables as role taking, social inference about the behavior

of others, social understandiﬁg of social institutions and social processes, compre=

nension of consistent personality characteristics and motivations of other individuals,
moral judgment, referential.communication about one's perceptions, thoughts, and

feelings. The little available research\suggests that these aspects of social com-

petence emerge in the intefactive routines in which children participate regularly

(Nelson, 1981; Flavell, 1977; Shatz, 1975).

A major purpose of the evaluation project wasrto describe the interactions
of severely handicapped and nonhandicapped students in integrated educational
settings. What we have anq]yzed thus far of those interactions constitutes a
first pass at the data. This analysis will provide the foundation for subsequent
questions about the process of faciliteting social interactions of'severely:
handicapped students. However, the date do address some important
basic quest1ons about integration and whether 1n fact integration. prov1des severe]y

- hand1capped students with opportun1t1es to interact with nonhand1capped students

In each of the s1tes, we observed severely hand1capped studénts in the fall
of 1981 and the spring of 1982. The one exception to that rule/was in Philadelphia,
- where the teacher's strike prevented obseﬁvations in the fall. For these analyses,

the data from PhiladelphiaA'were~from the spring obser&etions.

-
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to do so. In addition, the teachers suggested for each target student the non-

- Observational Data Being Co]lected “

.
7
v

Integration Contexts N | -

The target students were selected from integrated schools within each site

and informed consent was ,00taiped for each of the target students. Teachers

suggested the contexts in which each target stUdent eugaped in the greatest

number of 1nteract1ons with nonhand1capped students oz\Had the greatest opportunity

integrated context in which the most interactions between handicapped students

occurred. The dntegrated contexts suggested and thef;umber of severely handicapped °re%'
students observed in each are presented’in Table 1. The proportigns are the )

proportion of severely hand1capped tarqet students whose most interactive integrated

context was the one 1nd1cated - : \

‘

O -
It is clear from Table 1 that the majority of integrated contexts in which

teachers estimate that severely handicapped students have, the-most interactions
with nonhandicapped students are extrascholastic social contexts. Within such
contexts the objectives are more clearly social and .interactions would not be

regai*ded as a disruption of schoo] activ;ty as they might be regarded in academic

classroom contexts.

Two hours of observation for each of the approx1mate1y 240 severely hand1capped

target students were collected in the fall and 2 hours were collected in the spr1ng \
\

Eacn two hou\g\of observat1on per student are made up of separate bbservations

of 10 minutes each on separate days. This comp051te~p1cture we believe will be .
more representative of an jndividual targetggiﬁdent:' interactions than a continuous-

two hours of observation because such'a composite captures the daily f]uctuations
. .

-

in behavioral state which characterizes many severely handicapped‘students.
N - ;f




TABLE |1 Proportion and Numbers of Severly Handicapped Students

Being Observed in Integrated School and Community Contexts
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Two observational nrocedures were used, one hour of observation with gach
procedure during the fall data collection and one hour for each in the spring. ™.

Both observational procedures were constructed to provide four levels of 1nformat1dﬁ\\\

about snctal interactions.

The first level provides a general physical description of the setting in
terms of the people present, the kind of room (e.g., classroom, lunchroam, etc.),
and the size of the room. The second level provides a more specific character1;at10n
of the place in which the observation is done. The third level provides a specific
description of the task confronting the target student, the other people involved
in that task and the extent of differentiation of the target student's ta;k\\\
relative to the tasks of others present, The fourth level of observation involves

continuous event sampling of the interactive behaviors which involve the target student.

Thus, the observer's task begins by indicating what room of the school the}'re
{n, what adults and chi]dreﬁ are present, and the size of the area. Then they

complete an overview of the way in which the environment is organized. The questions

askzd are:

1. Are these materiaTSfacéessib1e to most of the students?
Is it a crowded room or are there few people?

[s the rqq@vgpisy or quiet? |

- Are there many contrasts between bright and dark areas?.
How are the materials orqanized or grouped in the room?

. How is the room divided up?

~NO0 N B W N

+ Are the actiyities and materials age-appropriate?
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The focus of the observation then shifts specifically to the target student.
We record what activity the target student 1s engaged iIn and what teaching
techniques are being used with the target student. Is the target student pakt of
a group or is hg isolated? Who is in the group with the target student? Is the
target student's activity different from that of other members of his group? Is
the level of participation in an activity different from other members in the group.

After all these general contextual observations are made, the observer begins
her ten minutes of observation of the target student. When any of the contextual
information changes, it is recorded along with the time at which the change
occurred. The specific behavior recorded during the observation.is the number of
interactions between the target student and another person. T“us, any time that
another person directs their behavior to the target student or the target student_._

directs behavior to another person, the identity of the other person is noted.

The observational procedures.thus capture the number of interactions a) between
target students and nonhandicapped students; b} betwe;;ftargetAstudents and teachers,
alds and therapists, c) between target students and other Handicapped students.
The'person who initiated fhe interaction 1s recorded and the number of exchanges
»beéween the pgréies involved in the interaction are also noted in a continubuq‘
'fashion as long as tﬁe interaction océurs. In additid;. the social affect (crying
béing anary, smiling, laughing) is noted for each behavior of each participant in

the interaciton.

19
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From these observations the specific interaction measures which will be

derived will be the following:
1. The number of opportunities for interaction with the target student.

2. The number of interactions directed by the target student to others.

3. The mean length of 1hterastigqg¥i;g. the average number of exchanges

between two people in a continuous interaction.

4. The social affect of the interaction opportunities,

The major difference between the two observational procedures is that one, the
Interaction’Observation System only fnc]udes the information about the participants in an
interaction and the number of exchaﬁges between the participants. The second
observational system, the APPLE (Anecdotal Processing to Promote the Learning
Experience) provides further information about the behavior involved in the exchange,
Specifically, the observer records what was said or done by each of the 11teract1nq
parties to the other.

Perhaps the best way to t1ustrate the use of the event samp]inq procedures

is to provide an example (see Fiqure 1).

2()
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Reliability of Observations. During data collection, site visits were conducted

by Peggy Thorpe, Joyce Gant and myself to ascertain the accuracy of field workers
recording of interactions in each of the sites. A total of 133 joint observations
involving one of us from the Princeton staff and field workers were gonducted.
Seventy five of the joint observations used the Interaction Observation System and
58 used the APPLE observation system. An average of ten paired observations were
conductéd with each field worker during the first data collection period.

The interobserver agreement data which we obtained involves the same variables
which I will be reporting today in the subsequent analyses. Specifically, we
obtained the average Pearson Product Moment Correlations between each: field workep and
the ETS criterion observers for the following measures: |

1. The total number of interactive bids from the target student to other

students or adults.

2. The total number of interactive bids from others to the target student.

3. The total number of interaction bouts. A bout is a continuous exchange : -

of interactive bids between the same participant$ on the same topic. |

4. The mean length of.the interactive exchanges.

The average of the correlations between observers for each of these measures

is presented in Table 2.
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TABLE 2 - Average Correlations Between Rates

Recorded by Field Workers and by Criterjon Observers

V4

Average Pearson r

Total S bids to others : B .88
Total Other bids to S .92
Total Interaction Bouts _ .81
Mean Length of Interaction .60

Subjects. A total of 235 severely handicapped students were observed ddriﬁQl‘:
the first data collection period. By design; each of the students was to be
observed with the Interaction Observation System 4 times in an integrated context
and 2 Fimes in a non%ntegrated context. However, due to local variations in
scheduiing, illness, etc., only 199 Severely handicapped students were observed
in botﬁ‘integrated and segregatedrcohteits. The remaining students were observed
enly inlintegrated contexts (N=16) or only in segregated contexts (N=20). The
analyse reported here were based upon within stuQeﬁt comparisons of social behavior
in”infe ratea and.segregated'contéxts,for the 199 severely handicapped students

observeq in both kinds of contexts.

1
i
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The findings reported here are based upon analysis of the Interaction Observation

System data from the first data collection period. From that observational
procedure the total frequency of interactive bids by seVerely handicapped

students to other students and to adults wa s summarized. In addition, the total
rate of interactive bids from adults and from other students to severely handicapped
target students was summarized. The rate of social bids by severely handicapped
students to others and the rate of social bids by others to severely handicapped
students was compared using paired t-tests to determine if there were significant
differences within children either in social output or social input depending

upon whether they were in integrated versus nonintegrated social contexts.

Social Qutput from Severely Handicapped Students to Other Students

A social bid in our observational terms, is any behavior b& the target student
directed to another person. A social bid to the target student is any behavior
by someone else directed toward the student. The complexity of behavior in a
social bid can range from looking at another person to asking that person a
cdmplex question involving severel statements. A social bid ends when the
person directing the behavior pauses and the active soeial role switches to the

person who was the target of the initial bid. A conversation is an ideal model

for social interaction. It involses a continuing reciprocity based upon alternating
‘ ’ .

between roles of speaker and 1istener.

The f1rst analysis of our data s1mp1y asks whether there are different rates
of soc1a1 bids to other students in 1ntegrated versus segregated social settings.
Keep in mind that the sett1ngs for our observations were nominated by teachers of
the seuerely‘handicapped'students to be the'nost socially interactive, whether
integnated or segregated. Co]]aps1nq across all tarqet students and 51tes we

found s1gn1f1cant1y more behavior directed to other students by the tardet students

29
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when in 1ntegrated settings in comparison to ng;integrated settings. The average
number of social bids by the severely handicapped students in integrated settings
was 6.79 bids per 10-minute observation (S.D. = 7.80) in comparison to 3,71 bids
per 10-minute observation (S.D. = 5.97) in nonintegrated settings (t 5.52 df = 198,
p 4.001).H |

.The second basic question regarding the interactive differences in integrated
versus segregated settings was whether the target students received differential
amounts of social bids from-other students in integrated versus segregated
settings. Collapsing across sites, we founq that again there were within student
differences in the rate of behavior directed toward them in integrated verSus
nonintegrated settings. Social bids from other students toward the severely
handicapped students were more frequent in integrated (m = 9.93 S.D. 10.47) than
in segregated (m = 3.07 S.D. = 5.43) settings (t = 8.68 df = 198, p ¢ .001).

The quality of the interaction must be considered in addition to the rate of
soci;] bids between participants. In our observa‘ional procedures, each social bid
was categorized in terms of its positive or negative character. We defined as
positive any social behavior in which the person wasAlaughing or smiling. We
defined as negativg@any social behavior in which the persc\ was crying, angry, of
aggressive. Most'df thg interactive bids which we observe: were classified as
nedtral. Only an average of 1 positive interaction per 10-.iaute observation aﬁd
an average of less than 1 negative interaction in 10 observaiions were recorded.

The rate of negative bids was so low.that we will not consider them here.




There were significant differences in the rate of positive interactive bids
from target students to other students in integrated versus nonintegrated contexts.
In integrated settings, rate of positive bids from severely handicapped target

-students averaged across all sites'was 1.12 (S.D. =1.86). 1In nonintegrated
settings these same target students emitted an average of only .69 bids per
observgtion (S.D. = 2.01) to other students. The difference was statistically
significant at p .01 (t = 2.76, df = 198). Thus, in the fall data collection
period the severely'handicapped target students emitted more positive social bids
when in integrated than when in nonintegrated settings.

Were there any differences in the quality of behavior which was directed

 to the severely handicapped students by other students when they were in ‘integrated
versus segregated settings? Again, the answer is yes. There were significantly
more positive social bids from other students when the severely handicapped students
were in integrated versus segregated settings. In integrated settings an average
of 1.26 (S.D. = 2.34) positive bids per observation from other students were
directed to the target students in comparison to .47 positive bids per observation
(S.D. = 1.70) in the segregated context. This difference was statistically

significant (t = 4.55, df = 198 p <,001). » s,

Adult-Child Interactions in Integrated and Segregated Settings

A major rationale for providing services. in less integrated settings is’
that suck settings provide the necessary additional resourcés'required to
accomplish educational goals with severely handicapped students. Thus, there is
additional opportunity for interaction with teaching staff and support staff in

settings which have higher ratios of adults.to children.
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Our data bear out the fact that in the most socially interactive contexts
nominated by the teachers there is more interaction with adults in the segregated
rather than in the integrated settings. Severely handicapped students emitted

more behavior toward the teachers and aids in segregated (m = 9.44, S.D. = 9.08)

settings than they did in integrated settings (m = 4.63, S.D. = 5.87) (t, 8.72

df = 198, p £.001). In addition, the severely handicappéa_farget students received
more interactive bids from teachers and aids in the segregated settings than they
did in the integréted settings. An average of 14.92 (S.D. = 11.48) bids per
observation from teachers or aids occurred in segregated settings in comparison to

an average of 7.99 (S.D. = 8.69) in integrated settings. The difference was

statistically significant (t = 8.82 df = 198, p £.001).
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Attitudes of Nonhandicapped Students Toward Handicapped Students

Given that our observational data show that integration meant actua]
interaction'between handicapped and nonhandicapped students, the question emerges
what was the impact of such integration upon nonhandicapped students' attitudes
toward the handicapped. To address this question, we identified two groups of’
nonhandicapped students. The first group was students from thelintegrated schools
who had the opportunity to interact with the severely handicapped students. The'
second group was selected from schools in which no severely handicapped students -
were enrolled.

Teachers of severely handicapped students were asked to nominate nonhandicépped
students who were most likely to have contact with severely handicapped students.
‘Letters were then sent to the parents of these’ nominated students requesting their
permission to allow their child to participate in this study. Students whose
permissions were received were included in the study.

Once contact students had been selected, a sample of students wnho. did not
have contact with severely handicapped students were identified. These students
'were matched accord1na to\grade level and attendance 1n schools of similar 51ze

_and socioeconomic character1st3cs These students whb did not have contact with
severe]y hand1capped students eEm\\from schools in which severely hand1capped

k)

0 contact" students were random]y se]ected from

=

-,students were not enro]]ed ~ These

student rosters in matching grades, Parent permission was obtained according to the

: v P
same procedure described for “contact studeqts ¢

t
' The fumber of contact anhd no contact Etu*ents varied within each site as a
functien of" the numuer of schools that were %nng ed in the study and the number
of students it was pdssible to include without caz;}ng yndue disruption,tb each

ki

“school.
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Subjects. The 1981 version of Voeltz's. (1980, 1982) Acceptance Scale was
administered in the Fall of 1981 and the Spring of 1982 to 530 nonhandicapped
students ranging in age from 5 to 18 years. 515 received valid scores on the
Acceptance Scale. Of these, 328 students had bothtpretest and posttest scores.
From this subsample, a total of 170 students (125 females and 45 males) had
contaet with severely handicapped students and a total of 158 students (83 females
and 75 males) did not'have contact. The data reported here apply to this sub-
sample of 328 nonhandicapped students.

Attitude Measure

The instrument used in this study to measure students’ attitudes toward
handicapped students was the Acceptance Scale, 1981 version, developed by Luanna
Voeltz (1980, 1982). Validity and reliability studies conducted on the instrument
have consistently produced respectah]e results (Voeltz, 1980) and have demonstrated
a positive relationship betueen regular education students' scores on the Acceptance
Sca]e and tneir degree of actual contact with severely hana1capped students (Voeltz, 1982).
- The Accaptance scale cons1sts of a number of opinion statements which are read to.
the students in sma]l groups. Students write thelr responses on answer sheets selectlng
one\of three.choices wn1cn indicates whether they agree with, disagree, or are unsure
about the statements. .eparate versions of the scale were adm1n1stered to: students
in grades k1nuergarten to second grade (K-2), third to s1xth grade (3 6), and seventh -

to high school seniors (7-12) The maximum score attainable on the three versions is

30,-60, and 64 respectively w1th1n each level there are a core set of questions about

;\\*t~tudes towards the handlcapped These quest10ns are randomly\phrased in both pos1t1ve

T
~
A

A
4
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and negative terms to discourage consistent yes or no responses. Also includea are
. questions to assess students' ability to listen to the questions and respond to

the instrument. Failure to respond accurately to these questions results in the

invalidation of the scale and removal of that data from analysis. A third set of

jtems, not included in the computation of the Acceptance Score, are those dealing

with the students' general feelings about themselves and friends which could affect

a students' attitude toward handicapped chiidren and which can be analyzed as a

separate factor.

Resgits

Repeated measures analysis of variance were separately conducted for each of
the 3 versions of the Acceptance Scale. The two between groups factors were sex'l
and group (contact versus no contact with SH students). Testing was the within
subjects factor. . Co /

At the upper elementary (3-6) and high school (7112) levels nonhandicapped
students who had the opportunity to haVe contact with gH students had significantly
more positiVe acceptance scores than students wno did not have such contact. “The
effect of contact upon acceptance scores was significant at EJ{.OOT (for grades /

, ©3-6 F = 32.42 df = 1, 136; for.grade 7-12, F =525 68 df = 1 5147) There'was no
B difference between the contact “and no contact groups in acceptance of the handica~ped

in grades K through 2.

Reqardiess of the grade level of students, giris responded more positively
~ to opinibnbstatements about handicapped students than did bqys. For the K-2
students, the effect of sex was.statisticaiij significant at 245.025~(E_= 5.95
df = 1, 33). For the grade 3-6 and for gradé~7 12‘students5the effect of sex was
siqnificant at-p ¢.001. Femaie students in urades 3 6 had more p051t1ve attitudes

(Ef]];46, df -1, 136) as d1d female students 1n grades 7-12 (F 11.85 df 1, l§7).

/ 36‘
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There were no significant pretest versus posttest differences and no

significant interactions between testing and contact groups or sex nor were
‘there significant interactions between sex and groups. Means for pretest and
"posttest scores are depicted for groups by -sex ‘in Figureg 3 and 4.

Thus, the data supports the notion that contact with severely handicapped
students has a positife effect apon the.attitudes of nonhandicapped students
toward the handicapped. In subsequent analyses the average rate of 1nteract1on
in the contact schools will be used to group nonhandicapped students into d1fferent
levels of contact to determine if degree of contact is related to changes in
acceptance scpres of n8nhand1capped students.

The present results are cons1stent with theudata published by Voeltz (1980,
1982) which showed that acceptance of handicapped students is related to the :
integration of severely handicapped students into regular schoo]s.‘;These results
extend the va]iditygof"the findings by Voeltz from one state (Hawaii) which is
administered as a single schooT district to nine states and 14 school districts
~ with a variety of!types*of integration of‘severe1y handicapped(studentst
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Discussion

The results of the analyses of data from the Fall, 1981 data collection
period Tead to several conclusions ebout integration of severely handicapped»
students in regular educational settings. First, integrated contexts which include
both severely handicapped students and nonhandicapped students can increase
social stimulation from other students and result'in more social behavior from the
severely handicapped students to other students. Second, more of the social behavior
from dther students and to other students had a positive affect in integrated

settings in comparisbn to segregated settings. Very Tittle behavior with negative

affect was observed in either type of setting. Third, there is considerable
variation in the rates of social bids of all parties. }The task remaining is to
determine those aspects of tne educational contexts with which this variation is
associated.

The data on target student-teacher interaction indicates that teachers are
stepping back within the integrated settings to allow the, interactions between
students to occur. The significantly greater amount of interaction between severely
handicapped students and teachers in segregated settings suggests that 1t may be
very difficult to enccurage social 1nteract1on among students in contexts where all
the students are severe]y handicapped. Neverthe]ess, the segregated contexts in
“whicn these observations were conducted were suggested by teachers as having the most
student to student 1nteract10ns.» From the perspect1ve of our earlier d1scuss1on of
social competence, as‘severe]y nandicapped students become 1ncreas1ng]y skilled in
upderstand1ng social s1tuat1ons, their interactions should require progressive]y less
‘meaiation by aduTts He shall test tnis hypothes]s in subsequent ana]yses by deter-
| m1n1ng whether there is s1gn1f1cant]y less adu]t-student interaction in integrated

social settings in the spring of 1982 in comparison to the fall of 1981.
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The reality which we have observed in the project to evaluate the integration
of severely handicappedvstudents“in regular educational settings is that such
‘integration exists in very real interactive terms. ’ Not only are severely handi-
capped students present in these schools and communities, they are becoming a
part of the life of these schools and communities. The fact that nonhandicapped
students in schools with the severely handicapped had significantly more positive

attitudes toward the handicapped extends the previous statement to an empirical

status beyond mere rhetoric. :
The papers presented by each of the 14 participating sites describing the

process by which severely handicapped students became a part of these schools and
; communities certainly attests to the fact that it is not an automatic énce
! of geography. A great deai of effort was required to prepare ;né’?géni:::;T the.
staff, the administrators, the parents, and the chiidren'themseives for truly

functional integration. However, this effort does lead to positive interactions

7 - between handicapped and nonhandicapped students and these interactions have a L

richer quality than the interactions between handicapped students Recalling
Hobbs's (1975) definition of handicap as an interaction between abiiity and

context, the degree of handicap would decrease as the rate of transaction with

others and the number of contextS-for such transactions increasé. In this sense,
the programs which. have been described truiy reduce the degree of handicap of
part1c1pating students. 7
Now that we have some idea of how many and what kinds of interactions occur
in 1ntegrated settings, we will ask a series of questions about what is associated
with more integration versus less -integration for severely handicapped students in
‘different schools. We've conceptuaiized these formative evaiuation questions 1in

. terms of antecedent and concurrent features of educationai contexts. Antecedent -

TH

features are those things_which have been done within a school district and school
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. 240 sets of such_information, one set fo¥ each student. ATl of the information

which might facilitate or impede integration of severely handicapped students.
Relevant questions involve the extent to which teachers, nonhandicapped students,
handicapped students, parents and the community were prepared for integration and

offerred continuing support for integration efforts.

The method for the remaining analyses will be multiple 1inear regression
analysis used in a hypothesis testing (rather than in a stepwise hypothesis
generating) framework. The idea would be to formulate a mathematical model which
includes all of the information about the antecedent and concurrent features of the
educationa] context which are relevant to a particular terget student. The
dependent variable at the first stage of the amalysis is the rate (per minute) of

w

that student's interaction with nonhandicapped students. There will be approximately

about educational -contexts will account for some total proportion of variance in
the rate of social interactions with nonhandicapped students. Thus, our next goal
will be to determine which-features'tell us most about the rate of interactions.
A logic of exclusion will be used to determine if a partteular feature is
predictive of degree of integration. For eiample, supbose two school. districts
have an in-service training plan and ongoing support which.specificaily shows
;teachers how to'prqmdte~interactionsvbetween.handicapped and ndnhandicapped

students. We want to know if this plan over and above many other things (for

. example, the sever1ty 'of handicap of the tarqet students) is in and of itself.a

~ good genera11zab1e strategy for promot1ng integration. The quest1on is addressed

by subtract1ng the information about the in-service tra1n1ng/ongo1ng support plan
from our mode] containing all the other 1nformat1on about educationa] contexts.

If the in- serV1ce p1an was in fact 1mportant then by e11m1nat1ng 1t from our
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mathematical model there should be a significant reduction in the amount of
integration which is now expiained.4‘§uch a significant reduction would tell us
that in our final mathematical model we should include the information about
in-service pians because over and above all the other information'they account for
a significant amount of the ihtegration being achieved.

Such concerns are far removed from the daily practice of special education.
However, I belijeve that the aggregation Of a common set of data from a relatively
large number of severely handicapped students in fourteen different educational
programs can be used to make some statements about why there should be integiation
of severely handicapped students. In addition, I hopg our subsequent analyses
will enable us to extract‘some'genera1 variables which must be considered to

better achieve such integration in g%her places. We look forward to the coming

year in which we will address in more detail the process by which ;he integration

of sévefe]y handicapped students in regular educational and commué; y settings has

been achieved.
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